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Despite léok of money and time, schools in. the

_eightlea areé going to make changes. For. thi

reason, educators &ce

being forced to look again at the lessops

_ ; E the. innovations of the,’
© seventies.’ This papet discusses. researc done

on’ those innovatious.

both the ones that: sacceeded and thé ones’ ‘that’ fai
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| ' How Scl'tools Change B REAY
~ ‘Acynic mlght contend that one lesson of the seventtes is o
. that significant educational change is impossible. It is true- :
. that many educational innovations of, the previous: decade
_were-dismal fatlures, Many. more were attempted but were
' never actually lmplemented atall. = . P
© - As the ¢ighties unifold, it seems likely that the seventies T
. fatlJr'es in educational innovation are going to-make even -
~ the’ least cynical educatprs extremely wary of trying to
: - o rlake fundamental changes in the schools. In an era of -
S o +* decline.and finapcial pinch, when school administrators are .
R S e o overwhelmed by paperwork, nobody can-afford to waste a °
.o o penny or a minute on unsuccessful educational innovations.-
. el LT S Yet contemporary ‘educational critics on both the right ,.
. o S % . : and the left.agree on one tbmg all is not well in the schools. - - - -
/ y I ' ‘ " .Sweeping changes still need to be made. Not only are” "
R S _ schools not going to be allowed to rest on their laurels, but ~ *
B e T ' ' J’in a time when publi¢ etlucation is belngoattacked from -
_ e ot L © - every'side, there aré no laurels left o ‘rest orf" Even.
g T e :7 e educational phtlosoplnes that appear reactionary (like some o
S e e, oD T - forms of *the “back to basics” movement) demand that - %"
PR . S " . school people do things in ways fundamentallv dtfferent' L
A *+ from thé way they do now. Despite lack of money. and time, - -
Tt e e ' "* schools in the eighties are going # make changes.- _
", " R . For this reason, edUCators are being foirced to l‘ook again -
oy : L }at the lessons of the innovations of the sevénties. What can .
.- .S .. ) ' these innovations teach us dbout educational change? Isit -
: a ' - _indeed impossible—or only- much more dlfftcult than we . \
.« ‘ T prcv1ously thou’ght? e, : _ .

oA -‘_'-.__.".Innovations That Efled~
- . -\‘,.. oL - .+ Inthe early seven®s, Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstetn'

. . L . headed. a’ tearh of researchers who' virtually immersed
L ' o ‘themselves.in an elementary school to'study an attempt at -
S ‘Instituting greater student autonomy. Called the “catalytic
A N ¢, .w= _ role model,” the program emphasized the teacher’s role as
: - R . “catalyst” rather than /dlrector and . almeq at, malung o

L A \.‘- . .w{ - students responstbfe for‘their'own learning. e

wo T .. - - .- - The change program was a flop; at least’ i was'only :
e ' B U . “*minimally. implemented.” The researchers; after a year of-
e T T : ' * , -extensive schoolwide and class obServattons together with -
T .. forehal” interviews,  were iy a posmon to._examine ‘why."*
@?@ : L Although a number of findings ‘emerged, one stands out: _
g ..., program admlmstrators failed 1o ldentlfy difficulties, .«

.

LT

ngD184l95T;n

-
P

S Each Researcn ‘Act/on Brief reports lhe  teachers might have and also-failed to bring them ouf into . -

' ﬂndmgs of "sigriificant " empirical .research
studies*on a topic .in" educational

the open whére they could be dealt with. Problems, instéad
of being solved, were swept under the rug. Difficulties were - +
ignored and glossed over. L
“These difficulties' ihcluded a number of- thmgs First,
: - teachers did not- teally understand the fanovation or whatit -
; schools. thus servlng as a‘ guide *  entailed. Second, program administrators didn’t seem to .
em. teneld admimstrative actigq x realize that teachers lacked necessary capabilities, and the.

: » training was not provided. Too, the required instructional - .
:«f’ ’ This esearch Acm’n B"ef was, repared “ materials were unavailable. .Toward, the end of the first . /
by thé*ERIC Clearinghouse on E catlonal

'\-year,. tl)ese“problems produced a signiftcant lack of staff. ¢
-Management in COODGTQQN with* .the  ~ dlotivation. Most of all, 'no feedback mechanisms were ..
National School '9oards'Ass,. ation.» - -~ " cstablished that could uncover the difficulties. Teachcrs' PRUEN
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_‘ that things would mové smoot

N

‘were afrald to voice thelr problems ‘and confusnon and

mstead just qunetly returned to d01m, thmgs the same old .
. way. e
Charters and Pellegrm Londucted a year-long study of
educ?monal changée through onsite observatlons interviews,
"’ “and qhestlonnalre administrations. This time the innhovation -
wa¥-diffetentiated staffing, but the. outcome was similarly . -

dlsappbmhng At the end of the year, Charters and Pellegrin -

tactfully. stated that “no mOnumental strldes" had’ been

“made toward lmplementatlon : P

They pinpointed at least a dozen reasons why, and these
reasons add up to a.conclusion similar to tHat made by.
Gross, Giacquinta, *'and - Bernstein. Perhaps most

e

1mportantly, Charters gnd Pellegrin_found '3 fallacious -

assumption” thjt ‘general and abstract pr ogram ob|ectlves
could : be casily franslated ‘into behayior. Thus these
resr.archers learned that’it can ‘be.a very long way | between
‘theory and: practice. Implementlng the inndvation prcsented
-difficulties that were unantlmpated and not sufhuently
dealt with. -
'Like Gross and. his Lolleagues Charters apd Pelleg,r‘in
found that the meaning of the.innovation was not very clear
to anyone involved. leferenhated staffing. seemed 1o have -
many- different meamngs to those implementing. it. Even
' progran. managers were nol. able_ to Llearly state what it
mednt N : : :

-

‘Charters and. Pellq,l in found 100, that therc Was a lz\c,k

:r

- of “momtonmg protedules ‘for the mno\mtlon Phere Wcqu

judge whether-it was succeeding or failing, and te determinc
what glteratioris needed to be made, It was simply assumed
along. T e

' There was also a fAilure to lLLO[,nlle that teathers were
experierjcing “role overload.” Thcy were being expettcd to
\ learn tor]do too. many ngw lhlngs in 100 short a'time, When

‘teachers had: difficulty fulfilling the duties e'xpettcd ol

.them, they began to feel.overwhelmed and unable to cope.”
- Charters and Pellegrin believed that because of all these

“sdifficulties, innovations take much longc tp implément - '
than most irnovators had previously thought Thay l'clt llldl
. most lnnovtltors thC ‘unicalistic tlmc perspu,twes

mggluan can pumt HY

* No-
“wand’ that calls an- mnovatlon_

~ no’estiblished way$ to continually evaluate the project, to

unmedmtclylnnto« being: Innovations cannot bc instituted .

» overnight, noi even over a few wuskbor a lew months Many . °

takc ycals 10’ uhplemcnt R
. A

What about-the
at educational change made in the seventies was a failyre,
What about the Successes, and hor do they dlflu llom the
failures? - S .

Berman: and McLaughlin cnllmo).\ted thc tesults. of a

. foursyear study by t,hc Rand Corporation tlmt looked at 293,
_innovation attenipts..T hLytl ied to identify.innovations that

« nét only werd adopted succésstully butalso gontinued for a.

" significant time. Many of the lq»ults were sﬁlpnslng,and .
many others échoed the findings dltéady presented here! -

ffst question: to t:omt‘,,to mind ‘of course voncerns -

st. Can we plLl( out thej

whleh/llhnovauons werd_the |
’ L .. .. L".’

»

_' .'_.programs provided regular project meet
b
c‘b

-lanswer is

© . bsuccessful technldues and leave the other} by the wayside?

The flndlngs of Berman and McLaughlin. suggest that the
“no.’

)

What did emel‘ge was the flndlng t
attered how the. lmplementatlon was ur

attered less than how it' was ﬁone. iR
| And what were the effective strategies? The findings are
ajmost eerily close to those w¢ have al eady listed. First,

- sticcessful programs provided Loycreta, teacher-spemf.lc

Y

a opted -ifnovations. Hall -and other’

- concern.;
. “aglopted, those making - the "changes
' numbc| of stages of congern: Whey

- conctrns.”*The next stage is for
. are concerned with the many new things they.mast, lt*drn to
_.do and find time for whent a major educational. olmnge is

¢ tended training.’ ' This means thad proj
out what teachers needed to know to

best” tralnlng was pro\nded by projeq
because they could be in close touch
immediate ‘training ‘needs of -the teachers involved. This
wding ig a mirror image of the flndlngs
gan.this paper; unsuccessful program

pinifig teachers really need. SR
Berman and McLau;,hlm also fou

actical problems.-‘Program directgrs 'assumed
oblems would arise and structured ways of dealing avn}h

anjd to work 10 -solve_ them.

* No particular educational methpds were
. limplemented ‘more successfully than ‘any other methods. |
" . What worked and lasted in one school of district failed ini, -
-griother. No patterfi-emerged. B A A

nat it very much .
ertaken Berman :
nd. McLaughlin put it: “In short, wha} thc prOJect was, '

of the studies that”
5 fall to provndc the R

hd that ‘uccsslul: e
ngslthat focusedon-.*. -
that "~

m. Teaghers were encouraged 10 reTeal their problemsv

] :
Although Berman and MLLaughlull untchred many

LR

sct 'directors feund.
make the program .
-owprk and. provided. it to them throughout the project. The
t. or district -staff -
with the ongoing

.

_ot et\ﬁndln s, these stand out, espeudl y in'the light of thc,'

s examined here.

¢searchers also have loo ed at suuessfully

rescarchers "in ‘the
M) Project lox a

other stug

¥ Other

Concerns- asl'd ‘Adoption  Model
n mber of
innoyation 1rnplemcntat|on They believe the focus of

(CB

-change efforts.should be prlmz\rlly on the pLOplC who mua

make the change.

The. CBAM rcseauhcn “have llcld

u 'ed t:xtcnslve

;,. but 1
neerning “stageﬂ of
all believes that®s an/ ‘innovation is belng

,They have ‘uncovered many finding
“dentral 1o their thcoly is thg one -

Tedchers first hear about
an inmovation they are concerned
lnnovz\tlon affects themselvés. ,l—llall calls * these
t,.lskltonwrns teachers

being madg. hn.llly, and not until- thcsc coneerns havc becn

{solvcd do teachers develop

oncerns about actual effects of the innovation. R
Hall and his uéllc wues on the CBAM Project have -
dwt.’lupcd mc.nsurémcnt instruments for asscssing the,
stdges of coneern, about the innovation. Théy havelopked gt
~such innovations as teaming, individyatized instr uetion, ai
“thé -adoption” of instructional - modulu:, cand peceiv
confir mauon uf thcsc st.\gés

¢ars have had a unique perspective” on ©

. documentation of their expericnces as adoptlon agentss-a B
~ hadis for theory congerning how 'inngvations ‘are adoptcd
-onge. lnost .

progress- thloUgh a.

primar ily with how the
“self -

lmp..l(,l LOIILCI‘nSs Qr -

L S




~_Hall holds that rather ‘tha chastlslrfg teachers for
havmg self ‘concerns or task ¢ ncerns project directors -

- ‘overcome them. He belteves interventions, can be. more,”

,concern.” - : T3
A telated flndmg, whtch echoes othcr fmdmgs ctted hcrc

- -' l. . L ..*v P . :. .
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surprising - findings. concerning. innovation ‘cost. These -
_ reséarchers collected data on thirty-two innovatiohs. from
" more.than five hundred principals and-asked nine nattonally' :
Irccogntzed experts. 10 rate the-irfnovatiors’ .quality. They
-found that ther§ was no'relation between innovation quality . -

‘ Was that /‘{n’plemcnting even relatively snmple tnnovattons
takes me' and- “requires morc than\a one- or two- day.. '
workshop “ In fact, matntams. HQ_I comple;t tnnovattons'
- "_can tako ‘three to ftve years oL e " '
systemattcally pranned if consideration i% gtven to stages,of o . SN - '

.Costs

‘simply téo expensive for teday’s schools. -
Oris it? A.study by NelSOn and Sieber. uncovered son/te

and”cost. Many expenst e. innovdtions- were considered

I programs, and directed study programs

_-'meffecttge,' whereas many excellcnt innovatiqns - were

inexpensive -« to implement.  The ' “low-cost, hijgh-quality . -.

innovations that *Ntlson and Sleberwlentllled inclided” "
d

continuous progress programs, ependent study

.- Yet -all these- fmdfngs about hqw. to tmplement.
o mnovatton.successfully may be-of° llttle interest to districts .
facmg, severe.cutbacks in funds. Educattonal change may b;z'

‘Almost as surprishg, Nelson and. Sieber found that a' N

" number of* high-cost, low-qualtty innovatiohs were very
_popular:Many s¢hools were using expensive techmques like "~
"“television . instruction,* programmed instruction, and -
-simulation or. -gaming progiams- mﬁsptte ol—the lact—thcy_ S
. appeared to be of little real worth... ~ @

Why would schools tmplement mnovatlons that were

" both low-quality and expensive? The answer becpme glear

. when Nelson apd Sieber’s panel of experts ratdd innovations *
" by “admlmstratlve dtfftculty The popular low~qualtty
- innovagions ‘were easy: to: lmplement_ Conversely, . the
| researchers found that.low-cost, high-quality immovations
like continuous progress programs, mdepcndcnt study

programs, and directed sbudy programs were dlffu.ult. o'
implement, There. appeared to be <a trade-off: "ease of-

-implementation for quality. Nelson and Sicber concluded.
“that ™in sum, it appears that practltloners have been

constrained to--adopt é«penstvc low-impact- practices’ by

-

-
" -

~

0

virtue of the organuatlonal prablems posed by hlt,h lmpact 2

practlees : . " . -
"". - : vt . [

Impllcatlons el T

-~

“School . people who attempted innovations- in the . .
seventies learned one important gsson it wasn't as casy as :

* they thought it would be. This dodsn’t mean that they should -
throw' up their hands * and forget about innovations
“gltbgether, It does* mean " thay school people . attempting

chahges nced’to anticipate problcms and bcgtn carly to -

ﬂnstttute ways. to deal with them.® " . - : . .
. The research shows that_from the beginning ehange' .

S

©_programs. need to be carefully and clearly defined and

explained” so that everyone involved * with the ¢hangd

- undérstands it well “and " everyone «share§ the ~same
~ definition. Ongomg training to teach necessary skills needs
" to’ be. proviged.” Feedback mechanisms, such as |c¥ul’ut :

'




‘When undertakmg an educauonal mnovatlon, project
. directors must direct special concern,and care at thpse who
‘'must- make the change. This usually means tcachers
Dlrcctors must realize that teachers and others attempting -
_ complex chahges may- experience “role 'overload” if they -
. iuempt too mugch at once. Changes Must come’ sloMy, and"’
elp must be offered.
: Change agents must realize- thaf proposed changes are;
* going’ - to . produce z;nxrefy and .that’ teachers and
- administritors:are going to be very concerne\d about -how
" the change” will affect: them and their everyday duties.

. Educators must ot be criticiZ&d {or having these concerns ., 3

but rather ‘must be helped to resolve thém. Afiar this
_.resolution; they ‘can then begin .t&4 put energy into-
" swconeentrating on -what. the changes wrll really mean 1o
sfudents. "~ v . S .
" Also, thosg- 1mplementm mnovatr,ons myst. rcmembor :
- #hat inrovations ‘that: L057 the most mongy are not .
hecessarily those that help students the most. But-they must
realize 100 that quallty lnnovatlons ar¢'going to cost a lot in
- another pifciods ‘medium of exchange: ‘time. There is no
4 slmple way 1o sidestep the enormods eﬂor.t th& makmg
. -educanonal' «change requies. If schools are truly, bomg to .
dmm,e And .improve, educators of the eighties, instéad of . .
~otrying- 1o solve educational problems with monéy, Are going
“to_have to put ¥ hours.of hard work—not only because .
|'~schools today can’t afford expensive “innovations but .

»

[,

because ws‘l}f gbmmu.ks havc Lonsrstcmly iarlcd to hclp'_-'-'-'

T studcnts j .
- Onc ‘of. the most’ 1mp01 tant. lessons earncd as. the -
- ldeallsm of the' sally sevepties bhanbtd to the realism of the
~ late. seventies was that educational change takes a long tine:
. .- This-"mcans’ 10 today’s cducators that _realistic time .
. schedulcs need to be set for irfnovation. lt must be realized
;_that nfajpr changes arc going'to take years to plemeuqt. It
" should not be assumed that.an mnovatron is a‘E? Iulc if lt is .
-not fully, implemented in aofew{months -
In sum, the resedrph stug@ies cited, here o“cr l,xr more' -
- tha‘n the cymical message tha¥ change js lmpdsslblc What
.they do suggest is that educational innovatior, if if is going
to be successful, is going 10 take a"10t of work and a Jor of
ﬁmc Thls work and time wrll,brhi(. used on communicafion,
*. training, feedback méchanisms; and teacher- -support. With
“" - careful-attention-to these factors, it may very “well be that
‘the lesson of the eighties will be that cducatlonal Lhange is .
Laslcr‘ than we feared.
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" criticat
.-, ecompetence. The publrcatlon has miet such standards:
" Points of view of opinions, however, do not necessarily
_ represent the oﬂrclal view or opmlons of the NSBA
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Research reports are announced in Resources in”
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subscription for $42.70 a year from the Unlted States -
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.. - (ERIC) is a.national information system operated by. the
" National Institute of Education. ERIC serves educators’
- by disseminating research- results and other resource -
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